THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.
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OFFI CE OF
Al R AND RADI ATI ON

SUBJECT: Deternination for Davidson Exterior Trim Textron

FROM John S. Seitz, Director
Stationary Source Conpliance Division
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards

TO Wnston A Snmith, Director
Air, Pesticides and Toxi cs Managenent Division
Region IV

On Cctober 14, 1988 you forwarded to this division a request regarding
t he BACT determ nation for the Davidson Exterior Trim Textron facility in
Georgia. W have coordinated a response to your request with the New Source
Revi ew Section in AQVD, the Chenical Application Section in ESD, and the Air
Enforcenent Division in CECM The foll ow ng responses to your questions are
provi ded:

1. Does Davi dson Exterior present "uni que and convinci ng" argunents which
woul d justify elimnation of add-on spray booth and/or over controls as
BACT?

VWi |l e Davi dson has supplied data on the control cost, cost
ef fectiveness, and percent increase in the cost per unit of product,
t hey have not presented an argunent as to why the control cost is
unreasonable. It also appears that there are control alternatives
avai | abl e whi ch Davi dson has not explored (see response to question 2 &
3 below). Therefore, we agree that Davidson Exterior has failed to
make a case for rejecting as BACT the add-on controls in question.

2. Are there other fascia plants which have been required to install both
spray booth and oven control s?

We know of no other fascia plants which have been required to instal
both spray booth and oven controls. The Genera
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Mbtors parts plant in Gshawa, Ontario, Canada has recently installed an
exhaust air recirculation and VOC control (incineration) systemon the
clear coat portion of the fascia spray boot hs.

3. Has EPA established spray booth and/or oven controls as BACT at fascia
pai nti ng operations?

Bake oven exhaust controls have been required in several BACT/LAER
permts for fascia painting (Subaru-Isuzu, Dupont, Saturn, etc.).
Spray booth exhaust controls have not been required in BACT/ LAER
pernmits for fascia painting. The nunber of controlled spray booths is
growing (e.g., autonobiles, aerospace, netal parts), and the cost of
control is becomng |ower with experience and the devel opnent and



i)

denonstration of new technologies (e.g., recirculation, contro
equi prent for | ow VOC concentration exhaust streans). Spray booth
exhaust controls, therefore, nust receive serious consideration in
current and future permtting of fascia painting operations.

Were the oven controls installed on the fascia operations at the
Subaru/lsuzu facility, located in Lafayette, Indiana, the result of a
BACT eval uation or necessitated for sone other reason?

The bake oven exhaust controls at Subaru-Isuzu were part of the BACT
denonstrati on.

If the argunents presented by Davidson Exterior do not constitute a
"uni que and convi ncing" basis for rejection of controls, what would EPA
consider to be valid criteria for rejection of the controls?

Three criteria which should be asked when reviewi ng permts in which
nore stringent |evels of control have been rejected as BACT are
di scussed bel ow

If another simlar source has adopted certain emnission controls,
why can't this applicant? Were simlar units have adopted a
particular |Ievel of em ssion control or control technology, the
applicant should justify on technical, environnental, or economc
ground why they cannot al so adopt that particular control system or
ot herwi se neet that level of control. This analysis should focus on
the differences (if any) between the two sources (e.g., differences in
raw material costs or control costs)
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Wiy is the econom c inpact of a level of control unreasonabl e?
VWere a pernmt applicant clains that em ssion control costs are
unr easonabl e, the burden of showi ng why the cost are unreasonable is on
the applicant. Sone possible paraneters for judging the reasonabl eness
of a control |evel could be the percent of the total cost of a
construction or nodification project, cost effectiveness per ton), or
percent cost increase per unit of product. Again, other simlar
sources that have adopted a particular |evel of control may provide a
useful benchmark agai nst which to conpare the clai ned econoni c inpact
of em ssion controls. However, control cost data and cost
ef fectiveness calculations likely do not, standing al one, provide a
convi nci ng argunent agai nst adopting a potential BACT level. For
exanple, sinply stating that it is infeasible to nmeet a particul ar cost
per tan of pollutant controlled is not adequate; the reason nust be
explicity explained to EPA, the permtting agency, and the public. The
applicant should ook at this cost in terns of typical control cost for
ot her sources of this pollutant. The costs of control for simlar
sources is addressed in #i above.

Based on the reviewer's experience in review ng control cost
estimates and cost effectiveness calculations for a particular
pol lutant and source category, do the cost data provided by the
applicant seemcredible? |In other words, are the cost estinmates within
the range of costs you would expect to see for that particular type of
source or pollutant? If a cost or cost effectiveness estimte strikes
you as being too high, you should ask the applicant to explain why
their em ssion control costs would be higher than those docunented for
a simlar source

Woul d Headquarter's support a Section 167 order, issued by Region
IV, if it is determ ned that Davi dson Exterior has not installed or
proposed to install BACT?

Consistent with the July 15, 1988 gui dance on procedures to foll ow when EPA
finds a Deficient New Source Permt, a deficient BACT analysis is cause for
expeditious (within 30 days of permit receipt) issuance of a Section 167

or der

in SIP-approved prograns. However, the ultinmate decision whether to

proceed with enforcenent action in this or any other case depends, in |large

part,

upon all the specifics of the particular cases. These include, anobng



ot hers:
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1) The time and manner in which EPA has inforned the applicant and
the permtting authority of alleged defects in the permt, and of
t he consequences of a failure to correct those defects.

2) The anount of tine between pernit issuance and the conmencenent of
enforcenment action.

3) whet her the applicant has entered into construction contracts,
begun actual construction, or otherwi se acted in reliance on the
State-issued permt.

4) Plus, for SIP-approved States, the content of the State
regul ati ons and rel evant Federal Register notices.

| apol ogi ze for the delay in providing this response. I1f you have any

questions, please contact Gary McCutchen in AQWD (FTS-629-5592) regarding

responses #1 & 5, Dave Sal man in ESD (FTS-629-5417) regarding responses #2-
4, and Sally Farrell of ny staff (FTS-382-2875) regarding response #6.

cc: \Wayne Aronson, Region |V
Mark Arnentrout, Region |V
Gary McCutchen, AQVD
Sam Dul et sky, AQVD
JimBerry, ESD
Dave Sal man, ESD
Judy Katz, CECM
NSR Cont acts, Region I-X
Greg Foote, OGC



